when perhaps the report's authors could have helped to prevent them. It is not as though genocide were unknown.
If one were cynical or suspicious, one might suspect an attempt to cleanse the record, to rewrite an unfortunate history by focusing on how to prevent a phenomenon that, in reality, is less common now than was at in the second half of the twentieth century (although surely those being slaughtered in Darfur would disagree, as would those experiencing the events in the DRC-if these are in fact instances of genocide). It is almost too convenient.
Third, and relatedly, the recycling business is alive and thriving in Washington, DC. In fact, as many have argued, there is a permanent Washington presence that recycles itself and then recycles policies. Past errors are conveniently forgotten or, at the very least, not admitted. The old adage that once one gets close to power one loses one's ability to criticize or to see alternatives is all the more obviously true if one observes both foreign and domestic policy making-notably the line of tragic US decisions from Vietnam and Cambodia through Bosnia and Rwanda to Darfur. Policy makers fool themselves into believing that they know more and better than anyone else what policies to pursue, and they are reluctant to break the cycles of past failures.
Fourth, to preserve this culture, the bureaucratic or government solution is to commission and issue reports. The endless number of such reports, resulting in fruitless policy or in no active policy at all, serves to remind us that this is what is known as co-optation: reports replace behavior. We are now led to believe, since the report has been written and submitted, that policy will follow. I could recite the long history of such reports, but lack of time prevents me from boring you further.
Fifth, Evans notes the decline of genocide and hostilities in the modern era, and it is most likely the case that the world presently faces what are perceived as more pressing problems: climate change and the global economic crisis have diverted the attention of most governments, and, after all, perhaps they are correct. Is genocide the most pressing problem facing us at present?
In conclusion, then, we must remember that the Albright-Cohen Report provides ample evidence of two clashing cultures. Academics often feel inadequate in the presence of policy makers, although we are quick to inform them of their inadequacies, while policy makers are just as quick to note that academics are naïve and do not have at their command the ''realities'' that they, the policy makers, face. This is most unfortunate and untrue.
Of course, I am aware of the response: ''Don't judge us for our past failures, but focus on our present good intentions.'' Unfortunately, from Raphael Lemkin to the present-as these commentaries demonstrate, and numerous others who have studied genocide over the years, will note-good intentions do not prevent atrocity, and they very often are never translated into action. So we judge policy makers, past and present, on action, not on whether they have experience or good intentions.
With these broad criticisms in mind, we now move on to the more specific analysis of our commentators.
Notes

